UNPUBLI SHED

UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FOURTH CIRCUI T

No. 03-4252

UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA,
Plaintiff - Appell ee,

ver sus

TAMMY ANNETTE BAKER,

Def endant - Appel | ant.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court for the District of
Sout h Carolina, at Beaufort. Sol Blatt, Jr., Senior D strict Judge.
(CR-02-111)

Submitted: COctober 24, 2003 Deci ded: Decenmber 1, 2003

Before LUTTIG and KING Circuit Judges, and HAMLTQON, Senior
Crcuit Judge.

Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opi nion.

Amanda Bet hea Keaveny, Charleston, South Carolina, for Appellant.
Rhett DeHart, OFFICE OF THE UNI TED STATES ATTORNEY, Charl eston,
South Carolina, for Appellee.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.
See Local Rule 36(c).



PER CURI AM

Tamry Annette Baker appeals the district court's order
sentencing her to fifteen nonths inprisonnment follow ng her guilty
plea to bank fraud in violation of 18 U.S.C. § 1344 (2000). 1In her

appeal, filed pursuant to Anders v. California, 386 U S. 738

(1967), counsel for Baker states that she has found no non-
frivolous issues for appeal, but raises the issue of whether
Baker’ s sentence was appropriately cal cul ated under the sentencing
gui del i nes.

This court reviews such a claimde novo. See United States v.

Daughtrey, 874 F.2d 213, 217 (4th Cr. 1989). Baker’'s base offense
| evel was correctly calculated at six based on a violation of 18
US C 8§ 1344. See USSG § 2B1.1(a) (2001). Due to adjustnents for
a loss in excess of $70,000 and Baker’'s acceptance of
responsibility, a total offense level of twelve was accurately
cal cul ated. See USSG 88 2B1.1(b)(1), 3El.1(a). The district court
al so correctly sustained Baker’s objection to the cal cul ation of
her crimnal history category, thereby adjusting her to category
1. This resulted in a sentencing range of twelve to eighteen
nmonths. See USSG Ch. 5, Pt. A table. Baker’s sentence of fifteen
nmont hs was within that range. Accordingly, we find no error in the
application of the sentencing guidelines.

W have reviewed the record in accordance with Anders and find

no neritorious issues for appeal. Accordingly, we affirm the



judgnment of the district court. This court requires that counsel
informher client, inwiting, of her right to petition the Suprene
Court of the United States for further review If the client
requests that a petition be filed, but counsel believes that such
a petition would be frivol ous, then counsel may nove in this court
for leave to withdraw fromrepresentation. Counsel's notion nust
state that a copy thereof was served on the client. W dispense
with oral argunent because the facts and |egal contentions are
adequately presented in the materi als before the court and ar gunent

woul d not aid the decisional process.
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